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4) Then one might say that 'avivicktatva' is cognising
the objects as identical. An object is apprehended as hav-
ing the nature of another object; and later on we come to
cognise that one excludes the others. Can this be the neg-
ation ? But take the first apprehension that 'the pot is white"
Later on we come to apprehend that the whiteness of the
pot is not a substance but a quality. This ought to be con-
stituting the negation of the first apprehension.

In the theory upheld by the objection every object i^
defined in terms of identity-in-difference. In such a case
when we apprehend the identity first and later cognise the
difference, the result will be that every object negates itself.

5) Negation may than be defined as the apprehension
of the 'abhava pratiyogF in the apprehended 'adhishthana/
Then, is it the 'abhva protiyogitva' (being contradictory of
negation) of more knowledge ? Or of the difference of the
object known (Jneya) ? Negation cannot be the destruction
(pradhvansa) of knowledge, since knowledge being momen-
tary, is destroyed every moment. So the second alternative
remains. Here we have to ask. Is there the negation of
the apprehended object ? Or of the unapprehended object ?
If it is the negation of the apprehended objecty does this
negation arise from the knowledge of that very object, or
from that of another object ? It cannot arise from the
knowledge of that very object, for the apprehesioa goes to
establish the validity of the prior knowledge. It cannot
arise from the knowledge of another object; for the objects
or knowlepge being different,, one cannot be the negation
of the other-